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Subject: School District Budget Reduction Survey

Background

At the request of the Select Committee on School Finance Recalibration and in accordance with 2017
Wyo. Sess. Laws, Ch. 205, Sec. 8(d), the Wyoming Department of Education (WDE) conducted a survey
of Wyoming school districts on how budget cuts (where applicable) have been implemented for school
years (SY) 2016-17 and 2017-18. In consultation with the School Finance Data Advisory Committee?
(SFDAC), the 38-question survey was structured to collect information in four topic areas:

Budget and Reserves;

Reductions to Program Areas;

Reductions to Personnel or Salaries/Benefits; and
Reductions to Non-personnel and Operations.

PwnNE

Information was collected through an online survey between May 4, 2017 and May 17, 2017. The
guestions invited school district business officials to provide responses to how districts have effectuated
budget reductions from the 2016 Budget Session in school year (SY) 2016-2017 and how school districts
plan to handle the budget reductions from the 2016 and 2017 Sessions in SY 2017-2018. Additionally,
school districts could comment in anecdotal form about details related to the topic areas listed above.

Survey Responses

Forty-six of Wyoming’s 48 school districts responded to the survey as of May 17, 2017, for a response
rate of 95.8%.2 The response level indicates a high level of willingness to provide policymakers with
information not currently collected through WDE data reporting.

Results of the survey including summary observations in select areas are depicted below. The views
expressed in the following summary are those of the respondents and do not necessarily reflect the
views of the WDE. Individual school district responses are available upon request.

! The role of the SFDAC is defined in W.S. 21-2-203(d).
2 Big Horn #2 and Teton #1 did not respond to the survey as requested by May 17, 2017.
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1) Budget and Reserves

Changes in enrollment have a direct impact on the level of resources available to districts for budgeting
purposes. Districts were asked to estimate the percentage change in enrollment from October 2016 to
October of 2017. Of the 45 districts responding to this question, the change in enrollment ranged from
a -5% decrease to an increase of 4%. The change in district General Fund budgets was considerably
wider as summarized below.

SY 2016-17

For SY 2016-17 (compared to SY 2015-16) the change in district budgets ranged from -10.39% to
+4.5%. The dollar change ranged from a $2.6 million decrease in budgeted expenditures to an
increase of slightly more than $3.4 million. Twenty-one districts reported decreases in their
budgets while 23 reported increases. Two districts reported no change in General Fund
budgeted expenditures.

Anecdotal information collected on increasing budgets indicates several factors lead to
increasing expenditures. The most common factor reported was increased student enroliment.
Other factors include changes in employee salaries and benefits, new school openings, increases
in special education placements and use of district reserves.

SY 2017-18

For SY 2017-18 (compared to SY 2016-17) the change in district budgets ranged from -12.20% to
+4.5%. The dollar change ranged from a $6.4 million decrease to an increase of $561,946.
Forty-two districts reported a decrease in General Fund budgets whereas only three districts
reported projected increases to General Fund expenditures. One district reported no change in
General Fund budgeted expenditures.

Districts anticipating to maintain or increase their General Fund budgets for SY 2017-18
reported funding for new schools, cash reserves, and changes in local tax collections as
contributing factors.

Attachment 1 provides a summary of district budget reductions for SYs 2016-17 and 2017-18. Figure 1
visually depicts the percent and dollar reduction by year, ranked from the largest budget reduction
(negative number on the vertical axis) to the largest budget increase (positive number on the vertical
axis).
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Figure 1. School District General Fund Budget Reductions SY 2016-17 and 2017-18, Percent and Dollar
Change Ranked Ascending.
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Source: WDE analysis of survey responses.

Cash Reserves

Districts were asked specific questions related to the use of both General Fund and Special Reserves.
These questions addressed the use of General Fund reserves for normal operations as well as amounts
transferred to and expensed from Special Reserve Funds authorized under W.S. 21-13-504. Please see
the accompanying May 26, 2017, memorandum authored by Jed Cicarelli® for additional information on
school district operating balances and cash reserves.

For SY 2016-17, 11 school districts reported using a total of $8,524,906 in General Fund reserves for
operations.* The number of districts anticipating using reserves to fund normal operations increased to
23 in SY 2017-18 for a projected total of $7,741,772. No districts reported decreasing their pre 1997
cash reserve balance for either year. Figure 2 illustrates the number of school districts utilizing General
Fund cash reserves to fund operations.

3 School District Reserves, Jed Cicarelli, School Foundation Supervisor, May 26, 2017.
4 Although 11 districts reported utilizing cash reserves for SY 2016-17, only 10 reported the dollar amount used to
fund operations.
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Figure 2. Districts Utilizing General Fund Cash Reserves to Fund Operations.
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Source: WDE analysis of survey responses.

Twenty-six school districts reported having Special Reserve Funds authorized under W.S. 21-13-504. One
district did not respond to this question. Of the 19 school districts currently without a Special Reserve
Fund, four anticipate creating one soon.

The total amount estimated to be transferred from the General Fund to the Special Reserve Fund is
$3,548,510 and $2,166,967 in SYs 2016-17 and 2017-18, respectively. The reported statewide Special
Reserve Fund balance at the end of SY 2015-16 was $78,027,899. Districts estimate the Special Reserve
Fund balance will decrease slightly to $74,671,251 by the end of SY 2016-17. Twenty-two of the 26
school districts with SY 2016-17 reserves, provided estimates for SY 2017-18 reserve balances. In total,
districts with Special Reserve Funds reported expensing $5,817,242 in SY 2016-17 and estimate
$5,279,485 in expenditures for SY 2017-18. Table 1 provides a statewide summary of the amounts
transferred to and expensed from Special Reserve Funds.

Table 1. Special Reserve Fund Transfers and Expenditures.

Special Reserve Fund
Amounts Expensed or
General Fund Transfers | Transferred Back to the Estimate Year-End
to Special Reserve Fund General Fund Balance
2015-16 $78,027,899
2016-17 $3,548,510 $6,338,588 $74,671,251
2017-18 $2,166,967 $5,729,485 $62,277,073°

Source: WDE analysis of survey responses.

5 Four districts did not provide estimates for SY 2017-18.
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Additional information was requested on the purpose of the Special Reserve Fund. Respondents were
given the option to select from five pre-defined purposes or provide addition details on other uses.
More than 73% of school districts with Special Reserve Funds reported they use the fund as a
depreciation reserve for equipment, 65% stated they use the funds to purchase or replace specific
equipment. Twelve of the 26 respondents indicated the fund may also be used to enhance or maintain
enhancements to construction projects, or as a depreciation reserve for building repair. Districts also
reported using funds for teacherages, technology purchases, ag programs, land purchases, and
equipment purchases for new school openings and renovations. Figure 3 provides a summary of district
responses on the purpose of the Special Reserve Fund.

Districts commented special reserves are a good fiscal management tool and the flexibility to create
special reserve funds allows them to maintain building enhancements. One district noted most of its
reserves were established before 1997. Attachment 2 provides a summary of school district comments
related to Special Reserve Funds.

Figure 3. Uses of School District Special Reserve Funds.
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Source: WDE analysis of survey responses.

2) Program Areas

The next portion of the survey collected information from school districts on where budget reductions
were or are proposed to be made. Districts were asked to select from a list of specific educational
program areas or provide additional information on reductions made to other programs. Nine districts
reported making no reductions to educational programs in SY 2016-17 whereas only two districts
reported making no reductions to programs in SY 2017-18. Figure 4 provides the number of districts
identifying reductions to program areas by school year. Comments collected though the survey
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identified reductions to a number of other educational programs across districts. Among others, these
additional areas include community education programs, vocational education, reading support
programs, media centers, etc. Attachment 2 includes a summary of school district comments related to
budget reductions to program areas.

Figure 4. Reductions to Educational Programs.
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Effective July 1, 2017, categorical grant funding for Instructional Facilitators and Summer
School/Extended-Day programs will be incorporated into the education resource block grant funding
model (Model). For both programs, districts were asked to select from the following three options:

1. No Change - my district will use model allocations in the same manner as when they were
restricted.

2. Decrease program - my district will maintain the program but at a reduced level.

3. Eliminate program - my district will eliminate the program.

Figure 5 illustrates how districts responded and will utilize the Model resources for these programs since
the funding is no longer restricted to these specific programs.

Figure 5. Changes to Categorical Grants.
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Source: WDE analysis of survey responses

The remaining questions related to program reductions collected open-ended comments from districts
on categorical programs and how districts prioritized needs at the school and district level. A summary
of those comments has been included in Attachment 2.

3) Personnel and Salaries

This portion of the survey collected information regarding reductions to personnel and salaries. Forty-
two of the 46 districts who responded reported making reductions to personnel including salaries and
benefits for SYs 2016-17 and 2017-18. Figure 6 illustrates district responses to the category reductions
for certified staff included in the survey. The most common response was “Reductions through
Attrition” for both school years followed by “Reductions to Employee Benefits.”
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Figure 6. Areas of Reductions to Certified Personnel, Salaries or Benefits.
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Source: WDE analysis of survey responses

District responses were similar when asked the same question for classified staff. When asked to report
the number of reduced positions resulting from the reduction in force, responses ranged from 1 to 11
positions per district for both school years (approximately 102 positions in total). The number of
positions changed significantly when asked about the number of positions reduced through attrition.
Those numbers range from 1 to 42 positions per district for certified staff and 1 to 48 positions per
district for classified staff (approximately 475 total positions for the state). The number of positions
reduced per district varies greatly depending on the size of the district. A summary of individual district
responses on reductions to personnel can be found in Attachment 2.

The survey further asked districts to provide information specifically about salary reductions. Thirty-
three districts responded to this question with the following:

Table 2. Salary Reductions by Category.

Certified Staff Classified Staff
No Adjustments to Base Salaries 18 19
No Movement in Steps/Lanes ‘ 19 17
No Reductions ‘ 4 4

Source: WDE analysis of survey responses
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Two districts responded they were increasing the percentage of retirement contributions employees
pay, therefore, reducing net salaries. Two districts reported offering a one-time payment or bonus to
staff to help offset increases in benefit expense.

Figure 7 provides district responses when asked about reductions to benefits for both certified and
classified staff. The most prevalent response was a reduction to retirement contributions paid by the
district, indicating the employee will have to pay a larger portion of their retirement contributions. The
second most common response was in reductions to health insurance, most likely requiring the
employee to pay more out of pocket expense. Additional comments from districts on personnel and
salary reductions can be found in Attachment 2.

Figure 7. Reductions to Staff Benefits.

100.0%
90.0% 86.5% 86.5%
81.1% 81.1%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
51.4% 51.4%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0% — = — S ——
Health Insurance Retirement Incentive Payments
(e.g., co-pay, Contributions (e.g., certification
deductibles, vision, incentives, retention
dental, etc.) bonus, tuition
reimbursement, etc.) M Certified m Classified

Source: WDE analysis of survey responses



Members, Joint Revenue Committee

Members, Joint Education Committee

Members, Select Committee on School Finance Recalibration
May 26, 2017

Page 10 of 10

4) Non-personnel and Operations

The concluding section of the survey asked districts to respond to various reduction categories to non-
personnel or operations. The most reported category was “Reductions to Supply Budgets” and
“Reductions to Capital Spending” as seen in Figure 8. Twenty districts reported reducing supply budgets
in SY 2016-17 and 38 districts anticipate making reductions to this category in SY 2017-18.

The capital spending category includes reductions to curriculum, bus purchases, and technology
equipment. Sixteen districts made reductions in this category for SY 2016-17 and 33 districts will be
making reductions in SY 2017-18. Additional comments on reductions to non-personnel and operations
can be found in Attachment 2.

Figure 9. Reductions to Non-Personnel Areas.
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Source: WDE analysis of survey responses

Please contact Jed Cicarelli (jed.cicarelli@wyo.gov) at 307-777-5808 or Kim Morrow
(kimberly.morrow@wyo.gov) at 307-777-6000 if any additional information is required.

Attachment

Cc: Legislative Service Office
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Answer Choices

2016-17:

2017-18:
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Q9 Please provide additional information if
your district increased or maintained your
budget for SY 2016-17 or 2017-18 (e.g.,
Impact Aid, reserves, increased enroliment,
etc.).

Answered: 34 Skipped: 12

Responses

91.18%

82.35%

2016-17:

Attrition, decrease to operating budgets, increase to health insurance premiums for family coverage (both spouses
work in district)

increased enroliment increase in block grant, prior years reimbursement of WRS pmt

During SY 2016-17 Park County School District No.6 changed health insurance providers. As part of the change the
District incurred $1.2 Million in run-out claims.

Steps and Lanes, Salary&Benefit changes due to new hires, Added ELL position
decreased our budget to maintain 15% for payroll in June, July, and August
N/A

Increased students 210 ADM, Opened new school-Meadowlark Elementary, Opened new Charter School, Increased
Spec. Ed./Transportation costs, retirement incentive program, 1% reduction in school/department, 13% increase in
health insurance rate

N/A

Part increase guarantee, part cash reserve
Increased enrollment, cuts

maintained current staffing

Increased enrollment sustained our budget in 16-17
budget decreased and used reserves

Increased Enrollment

Increased enrolliment

Used reserves for one-time purchase of equipment, as well as a paid for an employee dispute & payoff. Decreased
budget otherwise.

School bus acquisitions

increased enroliment

increased enroliment

Reserves

Increease in the placement of 1 student in NEW BOCES
New Alt School: Frontier Academy was funded
Increased enrollment, opened new elementary school.

Foundation payment decreased due to unanticipated tax revenue at the end of the prior year. Certain appropriate
expenses were prepaid at the end of 15-16 to offset the decrease in 16-17.
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Date

5/17/2017 7:21 AM

5/17/2017 1:14 AM

5/16/2017 8:49 AM

5/15/2017 9:25 AM

5/15/2017 7:36 AM

5/15/2017 6:50 AM

5/15/2017 6:21 AM

5/15/2017 3:15 AM

5/15/2017 2:05 AM

5/15/2017 1:32 AM

5/15/2017 12:57 AM

5/12/2017 7:53 AM

5/12/2017 7:38 AM

5/12/2017 6:23 AM

5/12/2017 5:43 AM

5/12/2017 3:21 AM

5/12/2017 2:07 AM

5/12/2017 12:18 AM

5/11/2017 7:25 AM

5/11/2017 7:21 AM

5/11/2017 3:44 AM

5/11/2017 2:29 AM

5/10/2017 10:00 AM

5/10/2017 3:53 AM

31

28
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25

26

27

28

higher enrollment

SPED reimbursement increased by $877,604

We allowed steps and lanes for certified and classified staff.

N/A

steady enrollment

MAINTAINED

increased enroliment

2017-18:

Attrition

n/a

Several teaching positions were eliminated moving into SY 2017-18
Maintain reserves

Steps and Lanes, Salary&Benefit changes due to new hires
Decreased to meet the cuts

The reduced budgeted expenditures is mainly the result of the closure of a school within our district
N/A

Increased students est. 80 ADM, reduced staffing est. 70 staff, increase charter school additional grade, increase
Special Ed. for out of district placement, increase health insurance rate 3%, reduced school /department budgets
where possible 5%, cut Drivers Ed. program, cut LCCC Deplomia Program, combine elementary G&T program,
maintaine utility budget, reduce bus purchases

N/A

cash reserve

-250000

Increased enrollments, cuts

maintaining current staffing, possible reserves

Relatively stable enroliment has reduced the impact of cuts for 17-18
budget decreased and will be using reserves

Budget Cuts across the board

Planned decreased budget. Will purchase some one-time curricular material out of 2016-17 savings/board reserves.
increased enroliment

Brick & Mortar Decreased enrollment, Virtual Ed increased enroliment
Reserves

Legislative cuts + reduction in Sped & Transportation

New Elem School: Willow Creek is funded

N/A

Foundation payment should increase for 17-18 instead of decrease only because there should be no unanticipated tax
revenue in 16-17. Enroliment has continued to slowly increase.

N/A
slightly declining enrollment

REDUCED
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SurveyMonkey

5/10/2017 12:11 AM

5/9/2017 5:57 AM

5/8/2017 2:51 AM

5/5/2017 12:39 AM

5/4/2017 11:49 PM

5/4/2017 10:21 PM

5/4/2017 10:19 AM

Date

5/17/2017 7:21 AM

5/17/2017 1:14 AM

5/16/2017 8:49 AM

5/16/2017 3:09 AM

5/15/2017 9:25 AM

5/15/2017 7:36 AM

5/15/2017 7:13 AM

5/15/2017 6:50 AM

5/15/2017 6:21 AM

5/15/2017 3:15 AM

5/15/2017 2:05 AM

5/15/2017 1:35 AM

5/15/2017 1:32 AM

5/15/2017 12:57 AM

5/12/2017 7:53 AM

5/12/2017 7:38 AM

5/12/2017 5:43 AM

5/12/2017 3:21 AM

5/12/2017 12:18 AM

5/11/2017 7:25 AM

5/11/2017 7:21 AM

5/11/2017 3:44 AM

5/11/2017 2:29 AM

5/10/2017 10:00 AM

5/10/2017 3:53 AM

5/5/2017 12:39 AM

5/4/2017 11:49 PM

5/4/2017 10:21 PM
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Q20 Do you have any additional comments
on Special Reserve funds?

Answered: 17 Skipped: 29

Responses

special reserve funds have been allowed and used in this district since before the 1960's and the funds that are
available have increased through prudent management by the local board of trustees, administration and interest
income. The legislature utilizes special reserve accounts as a management tool to allow for savings of funds in times
of increased revenues to help in times of decreasing revenues or for special projects. This same tool has been
available for school districts through W.S. 21-13-504 for many years. The district has had to pay for enhancements in
previous years new buildings that the SFD now considers part of the project and fund totally ( owners reps, land
purchases, safety and security components, fencing, signage, etc). Our district uses the fund the cover the cost of our
leases for our one to one initiatives on electronic devices (ipads, laptops) to students.

No
no
No

The majority of our reserves are derived from pre-97. The district has maintained these funds for specific purpose.
Being a small district, we have had to utilize these funds for items not covered in our K-12 renovation through SFD
(since ours was a Component Funding project), and for long-term planning in maintaining original campus buildings.
Our district is conservative and conscientious in all aspects of funding (reimbursables and non-reimbursables) in order
to make the best use of our resources and responsibilities to taxpayers.

If we did not have this flexibility we would not be able to maintain our enhancements. We MUST plan every year to
transfer money into this account to maintain our facilities.

As a district with growing student population, funds are set aside to meet the anticipated needs not covered by
existing funding sources. Special Reserves are an important function to the district operations for various reasons like
enhancements (auditoriums, swimming pools, parking for fields) and items not supported by SFD policy interpretation.
Equipment reserves for opening of new schools, music department uniform and equipment replacement, vocational
CTE program equipment like AG pickups, Land purchases for district needs and growth. Cap. Con. is not a fully
funded endeavor. Resources are needed in the opening of new facilities and the renovation of facilities.

Special reserve funds are a tool available for district to use for good financial management. The Legislature can
establish specific reserve funds but criticize districts for doing so.

none

| believe that Special Reserve funds could be an essential part of District operations in that with the state of Capital
Construction right now they could be beneficial to Districts like ours that are growing.

We established our special reserve account to assure we would be able to continue the committment to technology
which began during the ARRA years and to utilize for emergency building & maintenance repairs.

Our Special Reserve fund will increase for FY 17-18 due to a transfer from Special Revenue fund. We have moved to
actual fund accounting with 2 bank accounts. The money that was originally used in the special revenue fund to cover
the shortages is being moved to the Special Reserve Fund.

FCSD25 considers the Special Reserve fund as a critical, legal element for maintaining buildings and enhancements
and replacing aging or end-of-life educational or facility equipment

Consider updating the state statute to allow for purchases of textbooks, library books, and computer software.
No.
Special Reserve helps bridge the gap between purchase of 3-7 year equipment like computer servers.

This is a great tool for those who were able to save to help offset in times like these.
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Date

5/17/2017 1:25 AM

5/16/2017 8:50 AM

5/16/2017 3:10 AM

5/16/2017 2:09 AM

5/15/2017 9:25 AM

5/15/2017 7:50 AM

5/15/2017 6:21 AM

5/15/2017 2:08 AM

5/15/2017 1:01 AM

5/12/2017 12:22 AM

5/11/2017 5:53 AM

5/11/2017 3:48 AM

5/11/2017 2:38 AM

5/10/2017 10:04 AM

5/5/2017 12:41 AM

5/4/2017 11:49 PM

5/4/2017 10:22 AM
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Q24 Do you have any additional comments
on Instructional Facilitators or Summer
School/Extended Day?

Answered: 24 Skipped: 22

Responses

2016-17 reduce FT IF at HS level, 2017-18reduce 1/2 time middle school IF, eliminate MS summer school, HS credit
recovery only, change in deliver of instruction, Elem summer school K-2 only focused on reading reduced from 6 to 4
hrs and from 5 days/week to 4.

No
no
This is our first year having an Instructional Facilitators.

BRIDGES and IF will also be reduced and eliminated, respectively. These are not cuts we wish to make, but cuts in
funding make this the first place to start.

This was a great program for staff and students - the fact that we are limiting professional help to teachers is
detrimental to academic growth and reducing summer school and extended day is harmful to student growth.

We are considering eliminating our summer school program as it is currently run, and replacing it with other options

IF--Reduced staff to reflect reduced funding during a time when General fund budgets are also being reduced.
Summer School--We will maintain the basic program for now with tweaks here and there for items without which we
can make do. If these programs are rolled into the General Fund during a year when there are not drastic budget cuts
scenario would be different. Please do not interpret the results as a vote of "not important" for these programs. Every
program we have is being impacted by the cuts. Extended Day--Reduced offerings K-8, restructuring in 9-12.

Our District will not be replacing twelve instructional facilitators, a valued resource for increased student achievement
through more effective teaching. In addition, our district has lost many years of teaching experience through
incentivized early retirements

Due to the need for improved school culture and educational practices, an instructional facilitator is very valuable to
the district. There has been a significant improvement in student learning with the use of IFs and Summer
School/Extended Day.

The use of these programs varies from district to district. It is a good change. The program decisions will be made at
the local level.

This is a huge loss for my district. We feel the value of these positions and programs so will do our very best to keep
them in place as much as possible.

We have effectively utilized both programs but will have to reduce this coming year in order to not impact classrooms
or school supports.

Please reconsider further reductions
Both are valuable programs to our District and we will work to maintain both programs if we can.
6 FTE to 1.5 FTE IF

Summer School / Extended Day has been repurposed by the District as "Personalized Learning" that can be used for
summer school, extended day or during the regular school day.

Will decrease wage rate for summer school/extended day.
Continuing these programs may be dependent upon future funding levels
With a continued reduction for the 18-19 SY we will continue to reduce spending in these programs

Research shows that these programs help improve student performance, and now it will be more difficult to provide
these services.

The anticipated cut for FY19 is going to kill the program.

Reduction in Facilitators stretches the remaining Facilitator pretty thin between 7 campuses.
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Date

5/17/2017 1:29 AM

5/16/2017 8:52 AM

5/16/2017 3:16 AM

5/16/2017 2:12 AM

5/15/2017 9:25 AM

5/15/2017 7:55 AM

5/15/2017 7:20 AM

5/15/2017 7:19 AM

5/15/2017 6:21 AM

5/15/2017 5:50 AM

5/15/2017 2:21 AM

5/15/2017 1:04 AM

5/12/2017 6:28 AM

5/12/2017 2:10 AM

5/12/2017 12:29 AM

5/11/2017 3:36 AM

5/11/2017 2:53 AM

5/10/2017 3:58 AM

5/10/2017 12:20 AM

5/9/2017 6:41 AM

5/8/2017 3:03 AM

5/5/2017 12:47 AM

5/4/2017 11:49 PM
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24 We simply can't afford the summer school program with the other cuts to the block grant. We had to prioritize. 5/4/2017 10:28 AM
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24

Q25 How are you prioritizing needs at the
school and district level?

Answered: 39 Skipped: 7

Responses

Protecting educational programs and high quality teachers are first and foremost. Administrative areas are kept as
lean as possible.

We are committed to protecting what happens inside the school day from 7:30 to 4:00 p.m. All other programs outside
of school day being reviewed for prioritization and necessity.

Based on input from Board of Trustees and other Stakeholders of the District Budget Priorities
Based on strategic plan

Student instruction is the first priority. Sustainability of programs is the next priority. Data is used to evaluate the
effectiveness of programs.

Our first priority is to make sure we have the staff needed to provide the basket of goods and keeping the school
functioning. Second is to be able to pay the bills to keep the school running, such as utilities.

Student instruction and safety are the first priorities. Any cuts will be made as far away from instruction as possible.
However, salaries and benefits are over 80% of our expenditures.

Core classroom teachers are number 1 to maintain and improve achievement. | can tell you the community is more
concerned with extra-curricular not being cut over academics.

Short Term: via attrition in strategic areas. Long Term: Protect the core classes, increase class sizes, cut on offerings
of electives. If class offerings don't align with our mission and vision they are more likely to be cut.

We are prioritizing needs at the school and district level based on maintaining the basket of goods for our students and
checking potential cuts against the LCSD1 Strategic Plan.

Student performance and growth are the factors that the district uses to prioritize its needs. Utilizing data to calculate
effect sizes, also help determine the needs at the school and district levels.

Staff and Stakeholder input, building and district level meetings in line with district goals and objectives.

NCSD uses budget committees at the district and school level. Each committee establishes priorities for the portion of
the budget they have responsibility. Board policy requires a focus on student learning

Instructional programs have the highest priority.

Principals and Superintendent meeting and deciding

Most important things are first.

Using our test data, we are adjusting to meet the needs of our students.

We are trying to find areas to make reductions that will have the least impact to our students.

We are ensuring that all core curriculum is maintained and supported first. Summer school is being drastically
reduced. IFs are eliminated. Activities budgets have been reduced.

Alignment of all programs and expenses with the District vision/mission and strategic plan. What doesn't fit with
student achievement first will be evaluated.

We are attempting to maintain lower class sizes at the K-3 level and spreading instructional facilitators among schools,
after school tutoring will be continued at a lower level, no elementary summer school.

Strategic Plan, Reduced opportunities to students, decisions were made to have the least impact to core subjects and
students

2017-18 we looked at every program, line item, and activity. We tried to prevent job losses (RIFs), but did cut stipends.
We imposed a 5% cut on most school operating budgets, and most departments received greater ~7% to 12%.
Attrition & position shifting was our primary tool for cuts in personnel.

Using the funding model as a guideline for programming
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Date

5/17/2017 7:21 AM

5/17/2017 1:29 AM

5/16/2017 8:52 AM

5/16/2017 3:16 AM

5/16/2017 2:14 AM

5/16/2017 2:12 AM

5/15/2017 9:25 AM

5/15/2017 7:55 AM

5/15/2017 7:19 AM

5/15/2017 6:21 AM

5/15/2017 5:50 AM

5/15/2017 3:42 AM

5/15/2017 3:25 AM

5/15/2017 2:21 AM

5/15/2017 1:37 AM

5/15/2017 1:36 AM

5/15/2017 1:04 AM

5/12/2017 8:10 AM

5/12/2017 7:58 AM

5/12/2017 7:41 AM

5/12/2017 6:28 AM

5/12/2017 5:44 AM

5/12/2017 3:27 AM

5/12/2017 2:10 AM
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First and foremost we are doing everything we can to not affect the students. We are meeting with Admin to determine
their priorities for their students in their respective buildings.

Our purpose is to ensure high levels of learning for all students in a safe and positive environment.

We strive to keep all cuts as far away from the classroom as possible. We evaluate all programs based on student
learning

The District has defined a three tier budget reduction criteria: Tier 1 ("right sizing") adjustments made to reflect
changes in funding, enroliment, program, activities, etc. These cuts will have minimal to no impact on student
opportunities. Tier 2 ("necessary") adjustments made primarily due to inadequate/reduced funding. These cuts will
have an impact on student opportunities. Tier 3 ("crisis") adjustments made due to severe inadequate funding and will
include basic operations. State required programs will be the priority. Students will receive a quality fundamental
education. // Tier 1 was utilized to address the estimated -3.0% reduction in model funding based upon 2017
legislative session and declining ADM.

Student achievement, student and staff safety, technology, curriculum.

Prioritizing based on what is best for student growth and achievement. Looking more at "needs" than "wants".
Maintaining as many educational opportunities as possible for students

We are working to not reduce student opportunities

Following board goals for reading, writing and math.

Maintain small class sizes. Maintaining competitive salary & benefits to attain and retain excellent employees who
want to do what's best for kids.

We go by individual student needs and then state mandates. Trying to balance them is a challenge. Of course, funding
plays a key role in what you can do.

Students first, adults second.
Kids come first

We are getting input from community, parents, staff and students through a District Advisory committee to determine
reductions that will have the smallest impact on student academic success.

Lots of discussion on what is best for students: 1) Eliminate any waste 2)Where will our funds have the most impact to
the greatest number. 3) How can we absorb but not lose impact.
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5/12/2017 12:29 AM

5/11/2017 7:23 AM

5/11/2017 5:55 AM

5/11/2017 2:53 AM

5/10/2017 10:10 AM

5/10/2017 3:58 AM

5/10/2017 12:20 AM

5/9/2017 6:41 AM

5/9/2017 6:00 AM

5/8/2017 8:14 AM

5/8/2017 3:03 AM

5/5/2017 12:47 AM

5/5/2017 12:27 AM

5/4/2017 11:49 PM

5/4/2017 10:28 AM
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